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The purpose of this project is to provide a transit system terminal at the St. Mary Visitor Center in Glacier National Park (park) in order to support the park’s transit system. The park’s transit system is part of the rehabilitation of the Going-to-the-Sun Road (GTSR), giving park visitors the option of traveling on a bus system rather than driving the GTSR, so as to reduce traffic congestion during road rehabilitation. At present, at the St. Mary Visitor Center, there are no transit bus turnaround areas, no bus pick-up/drop-off points, no transit information kiosks, and there is an inadequate number of parking spaces to accommodate the anticipated park transit bus riders. 
The project is also needed to address a number of deficiencies within the facility. The existing facility does not meet accessibility standards to provide for barrier-free access to physically, hearing, and visually impaired visitors. Improvements are needed both within the interior and exterior of the facility including barrier-free access to the public toilet facilities. The interpretive exhibits in the visitor center have not been changed since the building’s construction in the late 1960’s and require updating to provide a better understanding of the park’s natural and cultural resources to visitors. The Visitor Center was constructed during the Mission 66 Era and is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Drumming and dancing programs are provided by members of the Blackfeet Tribe in the St. Mary Visitor Center auditorium. These programs have become so popular that the capacity of the auditorium is frequently exceeded, limiting the number of visitors who are able to experience these programs. The security and fire alarm systems are no longer up to code and do not offer adequate protection to park visitors and the park’s natural and historic collections on exhibit.
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Preferred Alternative includes changes to the interior of the Visitor Center, restrooms, and entrance station, construction of an employee break room, dance arbor, and bus stop, and improvements to the parking lot. The interior of the St. Mary Visitor Center will be re-designed to provide a transit information area and to accommodate new, up-to-date exhibits on the park’s natural and cultural history from a Native American perspective. Upgraded fire suppression and security systems will be installed to better protect the public, park collections, and infrastructure. Changes to the visitor center’s interior features will include: a centrally located backcountry/park information desk; audio-visual booths for visitors to view the required film before obtaining a backcountry permit, and a transit information area near the main doorway providing information on the transit system and transit bus schedules. The interpretive exhibits will be replaced and the Glacier Natural History Association sales area will be moved to a more secure location in the building that will also provide better experience.  
The public rest rooms, a separate building but under the same roof as the visitor center, will be  rehabilitated to meet ADA/ABA requirements. The breezeway between the restrooms and the visitor center will be modified with ramps, landings, and stairs. This will provide accessible routes from both parking lots to the rest rooms, visitor center lobby, and the auditorium. No new ground disturbance will occur. 
Adjacent to the public rest rooms, a break room for the transit drivers will be constructed. This break room will provide space for transit bus drivers to monitor the transit operation, coordinate schedules, conduct training, and take breaks. This addition will also house the fire suppression mechanical room.  The new break room will be approximately 20 ft. x 16 ft. and remove a small amount (< 0.01 acres) of native vegetation.

A roofed dance arbor will be constructed to the west of the visitor center, adjacent to the building and in front of an existing stonewall. The dance arbor will be used for viewing American Indian drumming and dancing performances and other interpretive programs. It will seat approximately 400 visitors and will be constructed of materials compatible with the existing visitor center. It will cover an area of approximately 0.25 acres that is currently covered with native vegetation. Consultation with the American Indian Tribes will occur on the design of this structure.

The visitor center parking lots will be expanded and vehicle circulation will be modified. This expansion will be accomplished in two phases. Under Phase 1 the existing east and west parking lots will be re-striped to accommodate approximately 40 cars, 4 accessible spaces, and 18 RVs; traffic islands will be modified or installed as shown, and a transit system bus pick-up and drop-off area near the front entrance of the visitor center will be identified. The two parking lots will be joined by a 2-way inter-connecting lane (0.04 acres). The entrance station and kiosks will be made ADA/ABA compliant. Under Phase 2, the east parking lot will be expanded (1.16 acres), if necessary, to accommodate approximately 46 more vehicles. A small bus shelter will be constructed near the shuttle stop. An automated gate will be installed in the northern-most lane of the entrance kiosks to allow for a card reading system to be used by employees, concessionaires, and season pass holders. 
OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

A No Action Alternative was considered as required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Under this alternative, the St. Mary Visitor Center parking lots (which currently can accommodate approximately 40 cars and 20 RVs) would not be modified or expanded. The exhibits in the visitor center would not be updated. The new transit function would be combined with other functions in the visitor center lobby. The restrooms would continue to be inaccessible to visitors and employees with disabilities. The fire and security systems in the visitor center would remain at a substandard level. The American Indian drumming and dancing performances would continue to be held inside the visitor center auditorium, which would continue to restrict the number of visitors that could view this and other interpretive programs due to occupancy limits.  
Two alternatives were considered to create access between the two parking lots that involved reducing the length of the existing stone wall outside the visitor center. The stonewall is a significant feature of the exterior design of the visitor center, and shortening the stone wall would have adversely modified the design and feeling of this National Register-eligible building, with the likelihood of adversely impacting the building. Therefore these alternatives were dismissed from further consideration. Other variations of parking lot connections and circulation were also considered but rejected because they did not function as efficiently as the action described under the Preferred Alternative.

An alternative break room design was considered, but dismissed from further analysis because, though it met the Secretary’s Standards for Historic Preservation, it did not meet the standards as well as the design considered and analyzed in the EA. 

Two alternative visitor center interior designs were considered, but dismissed from further analysis. The first was dismissed because the book sales area would have remained in its current location in front of the main west-facing windows. While this location provides high visibility for the Glacier Natural History Association sales area, which donates a portion of the money made in Glacier back to the park each year, this location also has security concerns, and book sales items would continue to be exposed to year-round, damaging sunlight. The other alternative was dismissed because the circulation patterns and placement of the transit, information and backcountry desks were less desirable than the preferred. The exhibit space also did not offer the same amount of flexibility and opportunities that the Preferred Alternative contained.
ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria suggested in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which is guided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The CEQ provides direction that the “environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA Section 101:

(1)  fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations;


(2)  assure for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;


(3)  attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences;


(4)  preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice;


(5)  achieve a balance between population and resource use that will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and 

(6) enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.” 

The Preferred Alternative achieves criteria 1 because it will facilitate use of the transit system and ultimately will facilitate GTSR rehabilitation and preservation of a national historic landmark. It will also result in fewer emissions, contributing to improved air quality. The Preferred Alternative also achieves criteria 1 because new exhibits will result in a greater understanding of the significance of the natural and cultural resources in Glacier National Park. This understanding will contribute towards the understanding of each generation as a trustee of this environment. The No Action Alternative does not achieve criteria 1 because implementing the transit system without making the needed changes to the Visitor Center interior and parking lots would likely result in more confusion and frustration for visitors trying to use the transit system and ultimately result in less use. Less use of the transit system would contribute to more traffic delays and less visitation to Glacier National Park. 
The Preferred Alternative achieves criteria 2 because by making these improvements visitor safety is assured and the collections are better protected and preserved. The No Action Alternative does not achieve criteria 2 because not making the needed safety improvements to the visitor center and restrooms would deny access to some visitors and place visitors and the collections at risk. 

The Preferred Alternative partially achieves criteria 3 and 4 by insuring better protection of the exhibits and collections in the visitor center, but also results in additional development on the alluvial fan of Divide Creek. The No Action Alternative partially achieves criteria 3 and 4 because it does not result in additional development on the alluvial fan of Divide Creek, but it does not achieve this criterion in regards to protection of historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage which are preserved as collections and interpretive exhibits in the St. Mary Visitor Center. 

The Preferred Alternative achieves criteria 5 because there are resource benefits to using the transit system that are balanced, if not of greater value, than the environmental impacts resulting from the increased infrastructure to support the system. The No Action Alternative does not achieve criteria 5 because a balance of resource use and population is not met by continuing the current operation and adding a transit system (another use) without providing the necessary infrastructure for it to function. The area would quickly become difficult to use and function poorly. 

The Preferred Alternative achieves criteria 6 because rather than construct a new building, the existing visitor center is being rehabilitated to accommodate the transit function and in the process improve the visitor’s experience in the center with new exhibits and improved information services. Transit is also accommodated within the existing parking lots with a moderate expansion required. Other than construction of the road linking the two lots, all other existing roads to and from the parking lots are being utilized thus further contributing towards achieving this criteria. The No Action Alternative does not address criteria 6.
Based on the above criteria, the Environmentally Preferred Alternative is the Preferred Alternative because it achieves all of the six criteria, while No Action achieves two of the six. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative more fully achieves our national environmental policy goals. 
WHY THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

As defined in 40 CFR Section 1508.27, significance is determined by examining the following criteria:

Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.
Alternative B would have negligible to minor impacts to soils and geology, water quality, floodplains, vegetation, wildlife, visual resources, and cultural resources. The only sensitive species potentially impacted more than negligibly will be bald eagles, which could experience moderate adverse impacts. There will be moderate long-term benefits to the visitor experience due to easy access to the transit system and improvements to the visitor center.
Degree of effect on public health or safety.
Proposed improvements to the fire and security systems will benefit visitors and employees to the visitor center. Changing the parking layout and traffic flow within the parking lot will reduce the chances of the new busses creating unsafe or confusing driving conditions within the parking area. There will be an overall benefit to the health and safety of both employees and visitors.
Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetland, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas. 
There is a low likelihood of encountering archeological resources as past surveys of the area did not discover artifacts. The visitor center itself is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and all improvements will be designed to meet The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The project will not occur within a designated Wild and Scenic river corridor and there are no prime farmlands, wetlands, or ecologically critical areas in the vicinity of the site.
Degree to which effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial.

No aspects of this project are expected to be highly controversial.
Degree to which effects on the quality of the human environment is highly uncertain or involves unique or unknown risks.

There are not expected to be any uncertain or unknown impacts on the human environment from the proposed project.
Degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.
The action does not establish a precedent or represent a decision in principle about a future consideration.
Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts.

The action does not significantly add to cumulative impacts from other actions. 
Degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed on the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.
Exterior and interior modifications to the National Register eligible St. Mary Visitor Center will occur. Inside the visitor center, a dividing wall will be constructed in the exhibit area to create a separate bookstore. This wall will not intrude into the lobby, which is an important defining space to the overall character of the building. The wall will reduce the overall size of the exhibit area, but no important interior finishes would be destroyed, and the relationship of the lobby to the exhibit space would be retained. Other interior modifications focus primarily on furniture placement and new exhibits. The fire suppression and alarm systems will be sensitively designed and installed in the least visually intrusive manner and without loss of historic fabric. Externally, work includes rehabilitating the public restrooms and their access route to meet ADA/ABA standards, a small building addition to house transit system functions, connecting the two parking lots and adding additional space to one lot, and construction of a dance arbor. 

The interior and exterior rehabilitation and the new dance arbor will be designed to meet The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The park’s early consultation with the Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding the building addition has resulted in a preliminary determination that the addition meets the Secretary’s Standards. The rehabilitation and site work, including construction of a dance arbor, will cause a slight change to the architectural character of the building and its site. The adverse impact on the St. Mary Visitor Center will be minor. In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and its implementing regulations, 36CFR800, the park consulted early and through the schematic design phase with the SHPO. It has received a preliminary finding of no adverse effect under 36CFR800 contingent upon review of design development drawings.  
Degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its critical habitat.

There will be negligible to minor adverse impacts to federally listed species. Impacts resulting from continued use of the St. Mary developed area, in conjunction with the Visitor Center improvements will continue to displace some species from the area (grizzly bear, gray wolf, Canada lynx), but still result in negligible effects. There will be no impact to bull trout or listed plant species. If construction occurs in the spring, fall, and winter, bald eagles could be impacted at the moderate level during construction. Cumulative impacts will be negligible to minor to all species except the bald eagle which could experience moderate adverse effects. By incorporating mitigation to reduce potential impacts, the park has determined that the project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the bald eagle. A biological assessment for bald eagles was submitted to the USFWS (3/22/07) and the USFWS concurred with the findings of that document (letter dated 4/04/07). 
Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, state, or local environmental protection law.
The action does not threaten any federal, state, or local regulations. 

IMPAIRMENT

In addition to reviewing the list of significance criteria, the National Park Service has determined that implementation of the proposal will not constitute an impairment to Glacier National Park’s resources and values. This conclusion is based on a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts described in the St. Mary Visitor Center/Transit Improvements Environmental Assessment, the public comments received, and the professional judgment of the decision maker guided by the direction in NPS Management Policies (2006). Although the project has some negative impacts, the adverse impacts are outweighed by beneficial impacts to health and safety and the visitor experience. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

In December 2005, a letter announcing that an EA would be prepared was distributed to federal and state agencies, members of Congress, municipalities, tribes, interested stakeholders, and private citizens. The park also issued a press release (on December 16, 2005) informing the public of the proposed project and soliciting their comments. Four comment statements were received from unaffiliated, private citizens. Some of the comments were regarding the Divide Creek flood issue which was eventually removed from analysis in the EA because of its complexity and because it is potentially controversial. Other issues identified by individuals included: suggestions for modifying exhibits and making trailer parking easier, creating a separate lane for busses, and adding a gated lane with a device for reading park passes. 

A press release was issued on March 13, 2007 announcing the availability of an environmental assessment for a 30-day public review. The document was placed on the park’s website and copies were mailed to interested publics on the park’s mailing list. In addition, copies were sent to appropriate federal and state reviewing agencies and the Blackfeet and Confederated Salish and Kootenai tribes. The project also was discussed with the Blackfeet Tribal Historic Preservation Officer and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Historic Preservation Department last fall.  
Three comments were received during this public review period. On from an individual that agreed with the park’s preferred alternative. The State Historic Preservation Officer sent a letter expressing concerns with the proposed round desk and use of a concrete floor in the interior of the St. Mary Visitor Center. The park agreed to use tile on the floor, as exists today. After further discussion and research, the SHPO agreed with the use of a round desk inside the building. The US Fish and Wildlife Service sent a letter on April 4, 2007 concurring with the determination in the Biological Assessment. 

A press release will be issued announcing the availability of the FONSI. A copy will be sent to all commenters and placed on the NPS public web site.
CONCLUSION

The proposal does not constitute an action that normally requires preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS). The proposal will not have a significant effect on the human environment. Unmitigated negative environmental impacts that could occur are minor or less in degree. There are no unmitigated adverse impacts on public health, public safety, threatened or endangered species. No highly uncertain or controversial impacts, unique or unknown risks, or cumulative effects were identified. The action does not establish a precedent or represent a decision in principle about a future consideration. The State Historic Preservation Officer has concurred in a preliminary finding of no adverse effect contingent upon review of design development drawings.  Formal Section 106 compliance will be concluded when those drawings are available. Compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act was completed on 4/04/07. Implementation of the action will not violate any federal, state, or local environmental protection laws. 

The action will not result in major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation and proclamation of Glacier National Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant National Park Service planning documents, there will be no impairment of the park’s resources or values.
Based on the foregoing, it has been determined that an EIS is not required for this project and thus will not be prepared.
Recommended: /s/ Michael O.Holm                4/17/2007
Michael O. Holm                    Date                                                     Superintendent, Glacier National Park

Approved:    /s/ Anthony J. Schetzsle          4/24/2007
Michael D. Snyder                  Date             Director, Intermountain Region 
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Introduction

Executive Order 11988 ("Floodplain Management") requires the National Park Service and other agencies to evaluate the likely impacts of actions in floodplains. Because the proposed actions in this document would occur in a floodplain, this statement of findings (SOF) has been prepared to comply with EO 11988. 

Proposed Action

The St. Mary Visitor Center and associated parking lots are located at the eastern entrance to Glacier National Park within the floodplain of Divide Creek. For the purpose of this Statement of Findings, the project area is defined as the St. Mary Visitor Center, parking lots, the alluvial fan in which they are located and Divide Creek in this area. The preferred alternative is to construct a dance arbor adjacent to the visitor center, a 20’x16’addition onto the Visitor Center, a new transit bus station within the existing parking lots, a road between the two parking lots to connect them and to expand the east parking lot to accommodate about 46 additional vehicles. 

The action triggering the need for this Statement of Findings is the proposed expansion of the parking lots and accommodation of long term parking at this location, the dance arbor and addition to the visitor center. 

Site Description

The St. Mary Visitor Center and associated parking lots are located on an alluvial fan formed by Divide Creek. 

Divide Creek is one of the most active and dynamic creeks managed by the National Park Service (NPS 2005). Divide Creek originates at a cluster of small alpine lakes in Glacier National Park and flows about 9 miles before entering the St. Mary River between the St. Mary lakes immediately north of the project area. Divide Creek drains a watershed of approximately 13 square miles and forms a portion of the eastern boundary of the Park. The average rainfall within the Divide Creek watershed is approximately 76 inches (Omang et al. 1983).

The steep slope of the channel and narrow flow area above the alluvial fan create high stream velocities and associated stream power that enable the stream to carry large amounts of glacial material. The stream in the area of the fan is less steep and unconfined by canyon walls. As the stream flows across the alluvial fan, velocity is reduced and much of the sediment load is deposited (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991).

Unstable glacial moraines upstream of the alluvial fan provide a virtually unlimited supply of glacial material (sediment, gravel, pebbles, and cobbles) which is actively deposited along Divide Creek through the project area. This deposition effectively raises the stream channel elevation and restricts water flow at the Divide Creek Bridge, causing frequent spring flooding. Prior to development, Divide Creek flowed unimpeded across the alluvial fan but has been artificially confined at its current location.

Floodplains And Flooding

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE) conducted a floodplain analysis in the early 1980s to identify the Divide Creek floodplain boundaries for various flood events (i.e., 50 year event, 100 year event). The USCOE reported the extent of the floodplains based on the assumption that Divide Creek was a stable channel. The determined floodplain extent did not include some areas that are currently and regularly flooded. The USCOE analysis was challenged in a 1991 report titled "Flood Hazard Evaluation for Divide and Wild Creeks" (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991). 

The 1991 report indicated the entire alluvial fan, including the entire project area, should be considered within the 100-year floodplain. This alluvial fan is a product of historical Divide Creek glacial material deposition as the channel migrated across the alluvial fan. Based on field observations in January 2006 and the extent of frequent flooding, it appears that the entire Divide Creek alluvial fan should be considered as the 100-year floodplain. 

Stream channel sediment deposition typically occurs where there is a significant loss of energy that reduces the channel's ability to transport sediment. Divide Creek experiences a significant loss of energy beginning upstream of the maintenance facility where the channel gradient rapidly changes from steep to gradual. At this point, deposition begins, due to the loss of stream flow energy necessary to move pebbles, cobbles, and other glacial material. 

The stream bed of Divide Creek in the project area vicinity is at nearly the same elevation as its adjoining floodplain and, as a result, any deposition of material onto the bed encourages the stream to change course and move to a lower path through the floodplain. Deposition amounting to 2-3 feet at the Divide Creek Bridge has been observed within a period of a few years and possibly even during a single flood event (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991). Historically, the stream channel has shifted over a large area extending from near the town of St. Mary (its present location) to a location near the historic St. Mary Ranger Station. Divide Creek is artificially restricted to the current location, resulting in rapid glacial material accumulation in a localized area instead of being dispersed across the entire alluvial fan (i.e., the Divide Creek floodplain).

Significant flooding has occurred in 1936, 1937, 1964 (most severe), 1975, 1987, 1992, 1995 and 2006. The flooding in 1995 required cutting the GTSR immediately west of the Divide Creek Bridge for flood relief. Flooding happens as a result of rainfall runoff, snowmelt runoff, and rain-on-snow events. The two largest flood events recorded in the study area were in 1964 and 1975 as a result of rain-on-snow events.

Justification For Use of the Floodplain

Alternative B

Alternative B proposes to expand the eastern portion of the St. Mary parking lot, almost doubling the amount of available visitor parking. This additional parking is required to accommodate visitor use of the transit system. This would result in long term parking at the St. Mary Visitor Center, possibly overnight for some vehicles. The preferred alternative also proposes to connect the existing two lots with a 2 lane road, construct a dance arbor next to the visitor center and to add a 20’x16’ addition to the visitor center to support the transit system operation. Approximately 1.5 acres in the 100 year floodplain would be impacted by this proposed development. 

Alternative Locations 

No other alternative locations were considered, however a No Action alternative was evaluated in the environmental assessment. The St. Mary Visitor Center, including the parking lots and entrance station were constructed from 1963-1968. While the 1999 General Management Plan calls for removing the housing, administrative and maintenance area nearby from the floodplain, the decision was made not to move the Visitor Center. The GTSR was constructed in 1933 and runs in front of the visitor center. A portion of the GTSR is also within the Divide Creek floodplain. In the 2003 GTSR Rehabilitation FEIS, an alternative location was considered but rejected for the GTSR in this area. The alternative location would have had similar problems as it would have located the GTSR in the Wild Creek floodplain nearby. 

There are no locations in this area of the park, close to the St. Mary Visitor Center, to place the transit system, additional visitor parking, the building addition and dance arbor that would be located outside of the 100 year floodplain of Divide Creek. 

Site-Specific Flood Risk

Significant flooding has occurred within the project area at least six times since the GTSR was completed in 1933. Emergency circumstances during flood events have required in-stream dredging and cutting the roadway as was done in July 1995. Significant floods carrying large glacial material (cobbles and boulders) could potentially damage or destroy the Divide Creek Bridge and a portion of the GTSR (DOT 2003).

An accurate flood frequency analysis for Divide Creek would require stream-gaging data. Unfortunately, there is no continual record of stream flow data available for Divide Creek and only short records for other nearby streams with similar characteristics. The USGS published a report (Water-Resources Investigations Report 83-4147) in 1983 of flood estimates for ungaged streams in Glacier and Yellowstone National Parks. The USGS used regression equations previously developed for Montana to estimate the 100-year flood flows at 59 sites along the Park's boundary. 

The USGS estimated the 100-year flood events for Divide Creek and Wild Creek produce stream flows of 1,980 cubic feet per second (cfs) and 980 cfs; respectively. Using updated regression equations, the 100-year flood event for Divide Creek is estimated to be 2,500 cfs with a standard error of 43% (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991). An independent regression analysis reported in the 1991 Flood Hazard Evaluation (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991) calculated the 100-year flood flow to be 3,500 cfs with a standard error of 200%.

During an August 1990 site visit, the channel flow capacity through the Divide Creek Bridge was estimated to be 1,000 cfs. At this time, the channel had not been dredged for two years and two of the three openings were nearly full of material. An estimate of the flow capacity through the Divide Creek Bridge after it has been recently dredged to the original vertical opening of 6 feet is not available but can be assumed to be significantly greater than 1,000 cfs. The channel capacity estimate based on a survey upstream from the bridge, near the stream-side restaurant, was 2,000 cfs (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991).

Based on a conservative 100-yr flow of 3,500 cfs and the estimated channel capacity of 1,000 cfs as measured in August 1990 at a time when the Divide Creek Bridge had not been dredged for two years, the channel is likely to pass a 100-yr flow immediately after it has been dredged. As glacial material deposits near the bridge during a 100-yr flow event, the channel will rapidly lose capacity to continue to pass the high flows and may result in flooding during prolonged high flows.

A metal floodwall has been constructed along Divide Creek upstream from the bridge to provide the NPS maintenance, residences and administrative area protection from flooding. The flow required to reach the base of the floodwall is estimated to be 6,000 cfs, assuming the channel dimensions observed in August 1990. An additional 3 feet of deposition in the channel would reduce the flow required to reach the base of the floodwall to only 1,500 cfs (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991). The potential for the stream to circumvent the floodwall during a flood flow event causing flooding throughout the local developed area has been identified as a major concern (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991).

An earthen dike is located upstream from the Divide Creek Bridge to prevent the channel from reclaiming an adjacent historical abandoned channel. This abandoned channel runs through the developed area and would cause flooding if it were reclaimed by Divide Creek. A flow of approximately 3,000 cfs is required to reach the base of the dike. Due to the unconsolidated nature of the dike construction material, the dike could be expected to fail at flows much less than 3,000 cfs. Therefore, the combination of aggradation and high flows makes the dike a likely candidate for catastrophic failure. This type of failure would cause rapid flooding of the developed area with little or no warning and could result in loss of life and property (Smillie and Ellerbroek 1991).

The Red Eagle fire of 2006 resulted in burned soils and removal of vegetation, together increasing the risk of flooding in the area. The BAER report (prepared after the fire) recommended immediate dredging of Divide Creek, reinforcement of the area known as the “nick point” upstream of the NPS developed area and installation of a flood warning system on Divide Creek. The flood warning system was installed in fall of 2006 with sensors placed on Divide Mountain and at two locations further downstream. The dredging and reinforcement of the “nick point” is occurring during the winter of 2007.  

Mitigation

Mitigation would be adopted to minimize the potential hazards to human life, property destruction, and natural resource degradation. Mitigation would include at a minimum;

· Maintain an adequate roadside ditch along the GTSR to convey water away from the Visitor Center.

· Development of a drainage basin adjacent to the parking lot. 

· Develop drainage structures under the GTSR to restore flows across the alluvial fan during flood events. This was a decision of the 2003 FEIS for the GTSR Rehabilitation. These structures have not been designed yet and are anticipated as part of Phase 12 of the GTSR Rehabilitation scheduled for 2012. 

· Protect Divide Creek Bridge just east of the Visitor Center, which may require long term dredging of the creek. While the exact solution has not been identified, the GTSR Rehabilitation EIS and GMP determined that the park entrance would not be relocated. 

· The dance arbor and addition to the visitor center would not be used for overnight accommodations. The parking lot expansion may result in some cars parking overnight.

· The park has begun the process of relocating 10 residential trailers in the NPS developed area nearby to a new location outside the floodplain, and potentially outside the park.  An environmental assessment has begun and alternative locations are still being identified and analyzed. 

· New structures would be designed to be consistent with the intent of the standards and criteria of the National Flood Insurance Program (44 CFR Part 60). 

Summary

Divide Creek is recognized as one of the most active and dynamic creeks within the continental U.S. that is administered by the NPS. Due to this and the virtually unlimited supply of glacial material available for transport by the creek, structures within the Divide Creek floodplain will always be at risk of flood damage unless appropriate channel maintenance and protective structures are implemented and properly maintained. The risk of flooding within the Divide Creek floodplain can be minimized but not eliminated.

This proposal would not result in a significant impact on the floodplain of Divide Creek. It is not placing any structure in the floodplain that would significantly impede flood flows. The Visitor Center, parking lots and entrance stations were built in 1963. The 1999 General Management Plan did not result in a decision to remove the Visitor Center and associated operation from the floodplain. The visitor center was selected as the eastern hub for the transit center in the GTSR Rehabilitation FEIS. The addition and dance arbor are small (approximately .26 acres) in comparison to the rest of the building. While expansion of the parking lot would harden the surface, prohibiting absorption of water into the ground, during flood events, there is very little absorption occurring, mostly deposition in this case. The parking lot would be designed with a drainage basin that would absorb some flood waters. The addition to the parking lot and connecting road would occupy approximately 1.2 acres. 

The proposal would be mitigated from flood risk due to the planned drainage structures for the GTSR in 2012 as part of the rehabilitation of the GTSR. No overnight use would occur except for a small percentage of vehicles that may be left in the parking lot overnight. The park has begun to implement the 1999 decision in the General Management Plan to remove the maintenance, administrative and residential development from the floodplain. 

In accordance with Executive Order 11988 (floodplain management), as stated in the Glacier National Park General Management Plan (NPS 1999), it is anticipated that all structures except for the visitor center and entrance station will be moved out of the flood hazard zone of Divide Creek to a site in or outside the Park to allow Divide Creek to follow its natural channel to St. Mary Lake. At this time, the park is beginning the process to relocate some of the infrastructure out of the floodplain by removing 10 trailers that house seasonal employees and one permanent employee. Locations outside the park are being considered. 
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